households. Moreover, there has been a rise in school enrollment among 6 and 7 yearold children, though not for other age groups. The study found no evidence that the JUNTOS program increases alcohol and tobacco consumption.
In this document, we research the effects of these conditional transfers on the consumption of certain goods and services that do not form part of the conditions. We proceed from the notion that households can use payments for the purchase of goods and services that they deem necessary, based on their preferences. Given that the money is transferred to mothers, purchases can go towards goods they consider to be important (called merit goods in this research), such as, for example, food, clothing, 1 Though at present the payout is only 100 soles per month (around US $30), this is not a negligible sum for low-income households. It represents approximately 15% of the Minimum Living Wage and exceeds the monthly income of many poor households. According to statistics from the National Household Survey on Living Conditions and Poverty (ENAHO 2010) , 13.2% of rural households have a net family income of less than 100 soles per month, while 26.0% of rural households take in under 200 soles.
and their children's education (Thomas, 1990; Schultz, 1990) . However, the availability of the cash is also influenced by women's empowerment, as those who lack intrahousehold bargaining power may be susceptible to the appropriation or reassignment of the cash transfers by their spouses for the purchase of goods that are not desirable as part of the program. These goods, known as demerit, are generally intended for adult consumption, such as alcoholic drinks and tobacco. To give an extreme example, a woman without any intra-household bargaining power would be incapable of administering the subsidy, as she would be inclined to hand over all of the money to her spouse, who in turn would use at least part of the economic assistance for personal consumption.
This research seeks to come up with qualitative responses to the following concerns:
How much of an impact does the transfer made to mothers have on household
consumption? To what extent are the results affected by the bargaining power of the mothers in receipt? This paper contributes to the literature providing new evidence on the expected and unexpected effects of conditional cash transfer.
In Section 2 we briefly review the theoretical and empirical literature on conditional transfers, placing emphasis on the effect on the consumption of goods and the relationship with bargaining power. In Section 3 we propose an econometric model with panel data. In Section 4 we determine the endogenous variables and the main regressors of interest for the study. In Section 5 we analyze the principle statistical and econometric results from the study. Finally, in Section 6 we present the conclusions.
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
There have been a number of approaches taken to this area. Becker (1965 Becker ( , 1981 devised the "family income/family budget" model, also known as the "unitary" model, in which all household members share the same preferences -or one dictates to the rest-and share the same budget. Nonetheless, empirical evidence from developed and underdeveloped countries has rejected this model for not predicting household conduct effectively (Quisumbing and Maluccio 1999).
Other more realistic "non-unitary" models hold that household members have different preferences due to the goods they consume, as well as not sharing 100% of household resources, and that final household decisions depend on some kind of bargaining mechanism among members (McElroy and Horney, 1981; Chiappori, 1992) , or the assignation of resources by way of Pareto efficiency criteria (Basu, 2004). Carter and Katz (1997) devised the conjugal contract model, which was further developed by Gitter (2006) to study the effect of conditional cash transfers. This model, unlike those that preceded it, includes household chores as a public good in the household, which creates further connections between household members that add to mere intrafamilial cash transfers.
There have been several previous studies on conditional cash transfers given out to mothers in a number of countries in Latin America and elsewhere. In the case of empirical work on conditional cash transfers and female empowerment, Gitter and Barham (2008) study the effect of the Nicaraguan program Red de Protección Social (Social Protection Network), where they acknowledge that the impact of this CCT program may vary depending on the bargaining power of mothers who receive the subsidy. These authors measure the bargaining power of mothers through the years of education that both partners have. In a previous study, Gitter (2006) finds that the transfer given to mothers does not have a significant effect on family alcohol and tobacco consumption (which is usually ascribed to men). The author concludes that the program has succeeded in increasing the intra-household bargaining power of mothers.
There have been several studies on the Mexican conditional cash transfer program, Oportunidades (Opportunities; previously known as Progresa -Progress) related to child labor, school assistance, and the consumption of merit goods. Skoufias and Parker (2001) find that the program reduced child labor in Mexico, measured as the probability of working, and increased school attendance. For his part, Schultz (2004) finds that the program has a positive effect on child enrollment rates. Gertler (2004) points out that Oportunidades/Progresa has had a significant impact on certain health indicators, such as reduced likelihood of illness, especially of anemia, and increased child height. In addition, Hoddinott and Skoufias (2004) discover that, as well as consuming more calories, beneficiary households enjoy a better diet based on vegetables and animal products.
Another program similar to Oportunidades/Progresa is Brazil's Bolsa Familia (Family Allowance), which also consists of cash transfer to mothers, conditional on child school attendance and other undertakings. Denes (2003) shows that the program has been successful in reducing school dropout and child labor rates among 10 to 14 year-olds. Cardoso and Souza (2004) and Souza (2005) find that Bolsa Familia increases school attendance, though they do not note a clear effect on child labor, given that work and study are compatible activities in Brazil.
As Schultz (1990) points out, the different forms of non-labor income tend to have a different impact on consumption and labor supply, as some of these sources of income are linked to past consumption and investment decisions, and thus to preferences.
Nonetheless, there are other sources that can be considered as exogenous, such as inheritance, transfers from family members or others, transfers from the government, property rental when the recipients are young, etc. For his part, Thomas (1990) separates men's and women's labor income and calculates the impact of this form of income on certain results related to child welfare, such as calories and proteins consumed, number of live-born children, size/weight ratio, and size/age/weight ratio, finding that the non-labor income received by mothers has a greater impact.
In another study, Bhalotra and Attfield (1998) and clothing for the children, as well as some individual outcomes such as educational attainment. Their main argument is that these assets increase the bargaining power of mothers, and thus lead to improved healthcare, education, and food consumption.
In summary, the various theoretical and empirical studies on the subject of conditional transfers and household resource allocation show that these transfers bring about the expected results on the variables related to conditionality. However, there is still little evidence available on the role of bargaining power and the consumption of merit goods.
THE ECONOMETRIC MODEL
The econometric model that will be employed here is similar to that which features in Thomas (1990) and Schultz (1990) , only based on the information concerning participation in the JUNTOS program.
Family spending is usually presented in household surveys on an aggregate basis, without distinction of individual consumption. One alternative employed in the empirical literature (Gitter, 2006; Bhalotra and Attfield, 1998; Quisumbing and Maluccio, 1999) is to identify those goods that are typically consumed by adults (e.g. alcohol and tobacco, and others that correspond to children and the family (e.g. food consumption, clothing for children, education expenses, etc.).
In the econometric model, the unit of analysis is the household. Let J it be a dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the i-th household is a beneficiary of the JUNTOS program at time t, and 0 if it is not a beneficiary. Let X it be a vector of variables that describe the i-th household at moment t, and may include household income, household socioeconomic characteristics, etc. Finally, let y it be the endogenous variable selected (such as the fraction of spending on a good compared with overall family spending); the household econometric model i in the period t is:
which includes an unobservable error component specific to the household and invariable in time (c i ). This component arises from the observation of certain variables of household tastes and preferences. It should be mentioned that participation in the program (variable J it ) is not completely exogenous given that it could be correlated with c i , as it responds in part to individual preferences and to the program implementers' decisions in the selection of beneficiary areas.
VARIABLES AND DATA
The fraction of expenditure on food, clothing and footwear for children, education, healthcare, tobacco, and alcoholic and soft drinks, set against total family expending expressed as a percentage, were chosen as variables. The former three are goods that, in regulatory terms, should be promoted and consumed by households. The remainder are demerit goods that do not make a positive contribution to households.
The category of food refers to those items that are purchased for preparation at home.
It does not cover expenditure on pre-prepared food, such as in restaurants. The foods included in this research are bread rolls and others; pastries; rice (regular and highgrade); milk; potatoes (blanca variety and others); eggs: beef and other red meats; chicken and other poultry; meat products (bacon, sausages, etc.); beef liver, beef tripe, and other offals; corn, cornflour, corn nuts and other derivatives; wheat, wheatflour, and oats; quinoa, quinoa flour and derivatives; peasemeal, flour of broad beans, cassava and others; pasta (loose or packaged); fresh fish, canned tuna, sardines, and others; fresh cheese, butter (loose and packaged), yogurt, and other dairy products; lentils, peas, broad beans, beans, and other pulses; onions (white, red, etc.,); tomatoes (plum, red); carrots, squash, sweetcorn, sweet potato, and cassava; other vegetables and legumes; lemons, tangerines and oranges; papayas; all types of banana; and other fruits (apple, pineapple, etc.).
For the estimation of the model (1), a panel database for the years 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012 was constructed based on the National Household Survey (ENAHO). This panel is not balanced, in that for some families no information is available for these four years. These household surveys contain socioeconomic information on Peruvian households throughout the country. Only those households with children aged fourteen or below were considered.
For the purposes of this study, ENAHO is a suitable database, as it contains information on household participation in the JUNTOS program, on expenditure and consumption by household members on the aforementioned items, and on sources of family income, among other household socioeconomic characteristics (such as household size, composition, education level, presence of children, school attendance, health conditions, etc.
The bargaining power of mothers has been calculated in a similar way to Gitter and Barham (2008) . With respect to the couple in charge of each household (the head and his or her spouse), the male head of household is called the "father", while the female head of household is referred to as the "mother". Then, bargaining power is calculated by way of the formula:
Bargaining Power = Mother ′ s years of education + 1
Father ′ s years of education + 1
In this case, the larger these variables are, the greater the bargaining power of the mother is expected to be.
In accordance with what we have seen in the literature, this variable is expected to have a positive impact on merit goods, and a negative impact on demerit goods.
As has been mentioned, a dummy variable was constructed with respect to the participation of one household in the JUNTOS program in a given year. In the panel sample, it was seen that some households had a constant presence in the program, but the vast majority never participated during the two year of the panel. Meanwhile,
another 209 households in the sample entered or left the program. In econometric terms, the calculated effect of JUNTOS on the fractions of expenditure on goods is identified for precisely those households that displayed variation in time for the dummy variable. If the goods are normal, the effect of JUNTOS should be positive, whether they are merit or demerit.
The other control variables employed in the study are: the aggregate family expenditure logarithm, the number of children aged under 14, the average years of education of the parents, the logarithm of other transfers received by the household (not counting JUNTOS), and a dummy variable if the household is a beneficiary of other social programs. subjected to socioeconomic studies with the purpose of verifying that the households were impoverished. In the months and years that followed, it was gradually expanded into other poor, essentially rural, districts and areas throughout Peru. As can be seen, poverty in Peru has fallen steadily. Likewise, coverage of the JUNTOS program has now been expanded to non-poor households, and this coverage has increased year-on-year. Indeed, in 2009 17.3% of beneficiary households did not correspond to any of the categories of poverty. This percentage has since grown steadily, reaching 32.5% in 2012. At the same time, the proportion of those in extreme poverty who are not enrolled in the program dropped to 3.3% in 2012. There are two possible explanations for this result: Firstly, it could be that there are problems of filtration when households are selected, with the result that a number of non-poor households receive the benefit without entitlement to it. The second possible explanation is that some long-standing program participants are now emerging from poverty, but are still registered as beneficiaries. For both of these cases further research is required to confirm or reject the hypothesis, which is beyond the scope of this study.
ANALYSIS OF THE OUTCOMES OF THE EFFECT OF JUNTOS ON THE
Moving on to the unbalanced panel sample 3 , Table 2 Aided by Box-plot graphics (not shown in this document), outliers were eliminated following these ad hoc criteria: for the variables with asymmetrical distributions with long right tails, all values higher than six standard deviations from the average were dismissed. For apparently symmetric distributions (such as the logarithm of income and parents' average years of education), the upper and lower values of three standard deviations from the average were dismissed. Table 2 shows that the Food category accounts for the largest share of family expenditure among all the goods and services studied, at an average of a little more than 11% of the family shopping basket. It should be noted that the food items included in this category do not cover all of those consumed by the household; only those included on the list shown in Section 4. This is followed by Education (almost 4%), which is slightly higher for program beneficiaries. In the case of healthcare, the percentage of spending stands at 3.3% overall, but this percentage is lower for households that are beneficiaries of the program. However, the maximum and minimum values are similar.
As for spending on children's clothing and footwear, the percentage of total expenditure is slightly higher in beneficiary households. Finally, spending on alcoholic and soft drinks, and on tobacco, the percentage is 0.02% for households in the program and 0.04% for household that are not in the program. 
Fixed Effects Estimation
Under the assumption that omitted variables that are correlated to the JUNTOS dummy are invariable in time, in this section we carry out a fixed effect estimation of the model (1). 4 It should be noted that in this model, the identification of the JUNTOS program effect lies in the sample variability of the JUNTOS dummy between individuals and over time.
Exploring the data, we found that of the 1,085 households in the panel sample that were JUNTOS program beneficiaries at one time, 209 were mobile in some way, whether into or out of the program.
The results of the fixed effects estimate are shown in Table 6 . Turning our attention to the effect of the JUNTOS dummy -our variable of interest-it turns out that this effect is very different to the OLS estimate. In column (1) the effect of the program on the fraction of spending on food is positive and significant, which suggests that the cash transfer to mothers has the desired effect on this merit good. This is also true with respect to the fractions of spending on children's clothing and footwear and on education, both of which are merit goods. Nonetheless, no statistically significant effect can be seen on the fraction of spending on healthcare. Finally, there likewise appears to be no significant effect on the fractions of expenditure on drinks and tobacco, which are demerit goods.
As regards the effects of other variables, the higher the number of small children there are in the household, the larger the fractions of expenditure on food, children's clothing and footwear, and healthcare will be, as is to be expected, though there is no such effect on education. Parents' education appears not to affect any of the endogenous variables proposed. In the case of the effect of other cash transfers received by the households, these only have an effect on the fraction of spending on 4 We also carry out random effects estimations, where we assume that the problem of endogeneity of the regressors is non-existent. Nonetheless, the results of the Hausman Test on the specification of models showed in most cases that the fixed effects model was the most suitable. Moreover, considering that the fixed effects estimate is consistent and in light of the theoretical discussion on the presence of non-observable variables, fixed effects estimates were opted for here.
tobacco. Finally, it is interesting to note that other social programs (food programs, for instance) have a negative effect on the fraction of spending on food. In Table 6 , female bargaining power has not been taken into account as a determining factor. As an introduction to this element we will determine two levels of bargaining power, based on the definition given in Section 4. If this variable has a value higher than 1 (the female head of household has more years of education than the male head), we will assume that the bargaining power is high. If the variable has a value equal to or less than 1, we can say that female bargaining power is low. We will now see how the results in Table 6 change when the sample is divided up into these two levels of bargaining power.
In Table 7 , the results of those estimates with high bargaining power can be seen. In this case, the dummy variable for the JUNTOS program is not statistically significant in any case except that of education, which means that with a high level of bargaining, the program has a positive impact on the fractions of spending on education. This dummy also has a positive effect on the fraction of spending on food, but this is only statistically significant at 15%. However, it is worthy of note that this effect has a larger magnitude than that shown in Table 6 . Another feature of Table 7 is that no other significant determinants on the fraction of spending on children's clothing and footwear can be observed, except for the number of children; this variable also affects the fraction of spending on healthcare. We will not present the results when bargaining power is low; that is, the male head of household has more years of education than the female head. Table 8 gives the results of the fixed-effect regressions for this level of bargaining. With regard to our variable of interest, we can see that the effect of the JUNTOS program on the fractions of spending on food and education is positive and significant, even though the magnitudes of the coefficients are a little lower than in the previous tables. Similarly to the previous results, the only variable that would seem to affect the fractions of spending on children's clothing and footwear is precisely the number of children in the household. Once again, is notable here that when women have low bargaining power, income from other transfers and participation in other programs give rise to a greater fraction of spending on tobacco. Nonetheless, the JUNTOS program does not appear to have this effect, regardless of whether female bargaining power is high or low. Finally, parents' education would only seem to affect the fraction of spending on education positively, a result which is not observable in any of the previous tables. Given that the results of Table 6 were constructed taking into account the entire sample, it is worth disaggregating the sample by degree of poverty, on account of the different patterns of consumption that households may display. In the following tables we show the results for poor households, and then for poor households with high and low bargaining power. Table 9 gives the results for poor households alone. In this case, the effect of the JUNTOS program is positive and significant for fractions of spending on food, clothing and footwear, and education, similar to the results obtained with the full sample displayed in Table 6 . On the other hand, the effect of other cash transfers and participation in other social programs on the fraction of spending on food is negative, which means that households in receipt of the transfers or benefits prefer to use the resources for other goods. With respect to the other variables, for poor families having a lot of children not only equates to a higher fraction of spending on children's clothing and footwear, but to increased healthcare spending as well. Though the sample of non-poor households that participated in the program at one time is not all that large (251 households, of which 53 fell into or emerged from poverty), judging by the results of Table 1 , the growing proportion of non-poor households in the group merits analysis. This point is important, given that JUNTOS is a social program geared toward poor households. We will therefore take a look at how non-poor households respond to receipt of this benefit. Table 10 shows the results for non-poor households. We can see that the program dummy seems only to affect the fraction of spending on food, as in the case of the previous tables. Here, it can be seen that the number of children affects not only the fraction of spending on food as well as clothing. With these results, it can be confirmed that the poor households that participate on the program place greater importance on food in the family budget. No significant changes to the other goods and services are observed, perhaps because the sum of 100 nuevos soles per month allocated by the program is low compared to the family budgets of non-poor households. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In this research we have studied the effects of the Peruvian conditional cash transfer program JUNTOS on family consumption patterns, focusing on certain selected goods and services. We refer to those goods whose consumption should be promoted in a regulatory sense as "merit goods", which includes food, children's clothing and footwear, education, and healthcare, while those goods that should not be promoted, such as alcoholic and soft drinks and tobacco, as demerit goods.
These selected goods are not controlled by the conditional cash transfer program, but by consumer sovereignty. On receiving the transfers, mothers are free to decide how to spend the money. We argue that this decision is dependent on female bargaining power, measured in this research as the number of years of education possessed by the female head of household in comparison with that of her male partner, the male head of household.
In order to obtain estimates with causal connotations, a panel of unbalanced households was employed, and fixed effects estimations were carried out; these ought to remove the effect caused by unobservable variables such as households' preferences, which could affect the variable of interest in the estimates. This variable is a dummy that characterizes the participation of the household in the program. Given that participation is voluntary, it could be influenced by households' preferences.
Nonetheless, the problem of endogeneity of the regressors would be resolved with the fixed effects estimates.
The results of the estimates unquestionably show that the JUNTOS program's beneficiary households spend large proportions of the family budget on food consumption and education. The explanation for this result lies in the fact that the program not only transfers cash to female participants; rather, awareness-raising and information sessions are held on the importance of children's' food and education, and these events are apparently prompting increased consumption of these goods.
As regards the influence of female bargaining power, when this power is high the afore-mentioned positive effects are retained, though the effects are apparently increasing in magnitude. Unfortunately, the sample of households with high bargaining power is not large enough to lead to more solid conclusions. When female bargaining power is low, the pattern of the effects remains the same, though the impact is of a lesser magnitude. Moreover, if we assume that alcoholic drinks and tobacco are goods consumed by male householders, the fact that JUNTOS does not affect consumption of these goods suggests that the cash transferred to mothers is being used for the intended ends, which is consistent with the empowerment of the female recipients of the benefit. 
